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)?RMARKS 

Claim..! 1 -35 and 37-39 are all the claim.? pending in the application. Qaims 1-35 .md 37- 
39 presently stand rejected. By this amcndmrat. Applicant amend, claims 37 m\ 38 to d ange 
the dependency of these claims to claim 35 and not thr canceled cLiini 36. 

Summan; of thg r>ffi^ />,^j,^n 

The Examiner objected to ■-.laims 37-39 for minor infonnaliues anrf rejected claims 1-35 
and 37-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Statement of Subatance nf tfie lalerview 

In view of the maintained rejections, Applicant contacted the Examiner to diacnss t,ic 
rejections of record. 

Applicant tlianks the Examiner for the courteous telephonic mtcrvip-w on May 31. 2 305 
v^bwc (he Examiner acknowledged an inconsistency in the Final Oflice Action H^cd April 5, 
2005 and a.sked that Applicant submits a fbmi.,l rrsponse cmpha«izi„fi that claim 1 r^^.^ "a 
client application .-rf n first computer" and "a client application at the second computer" for 
further consideration of llir daimed features, TTie Statemcnl of Substance of the Interview ,s a^ 
follows: 

Dujing the interview indcpmdcnt claim I was discuased in view nf the comhincd 
tc/irhings of Boudou and Beck. The Btaminer noted that the ENQUinJB and tJxc DEQUfiu I 
operations arc made possible by an application or a program and that these inherxsjl program , of 
Boudou are client prngrams because they are ran on client romputets Tlie Examiner 
acknowledged that Boudn,, discloses only nodes. The E?camincr, hou'ever. alleged that Bccl 
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tcaohw the concept oFa client/server, where the clicnl requwi., raiain operations to be 
perfoimed and the server implcmeats them. Accordingly, the Exatninrj reasoned thai th( dienl 
is equivalent to the first node as taucht by Boudou and the scA-cr U equivalcni to the secc nd 
nmdfi as taught by Boudou. 

AppUcantrespoclfully pointed out thM rJaim 1 requires "a client application at a rst 
computer" nnri "a dient appjication at the second compiiicr " AcmiidinB to the ExRminer 3 
interpretation of the Bnudou in view of the client/8«rver ayatcm. ih. -. server has to run the > goond 
cUeiitaEeliqation to perform ihr DEQUEUE operation. Thia, how^svcr. winilri contradicn 
Examiner's interpreta tioo of the dient g n plioatimi [U., as an appljc ation being cicccalcd o i a 
cl init in a client/server modd). 

Thr Examiner noted the above-described tnc;ansistency and asked that Applicant 81 hmi^^ 
a fomwl rc3pon.sfi siunmarizing the inconsistency for fiirthcr cnnsideration of the claimed 
Ibaturcs. As requested by ihe Cxamlncr, a formal response is set tbilh hdow. 

Claim Ohinctiors 

The Examiner objected to claims 37-39 because of raicor inlbtmaliiies. Applir;int ; las 
revised claims 37 and 3$, and respttotfully subiniLs iliat the claims 3^ and 38 as now presen cd no 
longer include thr potential infomaJity mentioned by the Examiner. Applicant thaclbre 
respectmUy requests the Examiner to withdraw the objections lo cla.m.s 37 and 38. 

With respect to claim 39, Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner. The 
Examiner allege.*! that there are diflbrent queue managers raided in the fir^t and second 
computer. Applicant respectlully submits, however, thtit the specification provides adequate 
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support for connecting to the same queue manager. For examplr. Applicant respectfully , lircc;ts 
the Examiner's attention to page. 48 and 49 of the specification, ^^htch dcsmbe an «an,.laiy, 
non-limiting embodiment of putting and rcirieving a message frorr tha measagine qu«uc. 

In Tlie pseudo code described in this cxcniplary embodiment, when the message « olaced 
into 8 queue, thr first computer connects to a queue mfioager "SANJOSEQUER Y.MAN/ OEB" 
(page 48. line 1 9) ,-.nd when the second computer iretricvcs tfic nies.:age from the queue, it m 
connects to the queue manager "SANJOSB.QUEJiy.MANAGER" (page 49, line 1 5). 
AccordinAly, since the spccifiotion dearly support the first and th«: second computers 
ronnecting to the same queue manager, it is appropriaic and necess.iiy for the Kxamincj to 
withdraw this objectiooi to claim 39. 

ftiorAttReiec honfl 

Claims U3$, 37, and 38 are rgected under 35 U.S.C. § I03(.0 as bring mipaientabl.> over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,009.472 to Boudnu ct ai. (ficrcinaftcr "Boudou") in mew ofU.S. Patent I o. 
6,742,050 to Beck et al. (hereinaficr "Beck") and claims 39 is rejectsd under 35 U.S.C. § I. i3(a) 
as being unpatentable over Boudou in view of Bet* and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6.446^06 to Feldbaum (hereinafter "Feldbaum"). AppUc^it respecifully travcrSBj in view ^flhc 
following comn^iTnts. 

In response to the argmncnts presentee! in the Amendment urrfrr 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 1 ij .led 
on October 27, 2004. tlw Examinrr mairtaiticd therejecUons finding Applicant's arguments 
xnprrsua^ivc. The Examiner further clarified his position on paftcs 1-9 of the Office Actinn 
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Specifically, the Examiner alleged that it I's not the BouHov's mmmutiicatiOTi mcx ule ISL 
that is bdnfi cited ei3 being rnuivaleiit to tho linrt and gecond clicni pmgrTmis but some fn. iM 
scftwaro program that performs the ENQUEUH and the DEQUElfE operations (.sec page 8 of 
the Office Action). The Examiner further nolftH that Beck is simply used for the wcll-lnc wn 
concept of connecting computers to the server (sec v^- 9 of the Office Action). The Exe,mincr 
further noted that fhc inherent software application* arc client applications because the no ies tL% 
disclosed in Boudou arr client computcn; (see pages 8-9 of the Ofllnr Action). 

Applicant respcctfuJly r^sagreES wiih the Examiner. In particular, Applicant respc itfiiily 
snbmits that the combined tcachijigs of Roudou and Beck fall to teach or suggest at Ic^s^ tue 
following unique featuriss of claim 1 : 

under rnntrol of a firsC client appliration ac 
the first compuhFir, 

creating a message, wherein the message comprises 
at least one out of a group of; an event 
notification with zero text and zero mntent 
identifiers, a t<5xt message, aid a contftnt- 
identifier; and 

putting the message into a mes;?age queue; and 

under conirnii of a second client appljc:ation at 
the eecond computer, rer.rieving trie met-sage from 
the mGSfidge gueue. 

For example, in the illustrative cmbndjTnent of the present invention, it is disclosed that a 

messaging service in a federated content manacrnicni system is proAided. Specifically, the 

illustrative cmhpdiment disposes that the client computer typically ixecutcs a client applici tion 

such as a browser (sec page 40 of the specifioation). 
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TIio exemplary cmhoiliment fwthcr discloses that the federated content oianagom jnf 
system presents a unique dullmgr for design of a technique for passing messages, forwarding 
contents, and providing event notificatitKi because of tlie heterogoneous back-cn.l savers which 
store and retrieve different types of content, h the embodiment ol'tho preacdt invcnfion. 
however, when il,c browser (e.}r., Enteipri.sc Informiition Portal) ai tlw first client comput J 
requests a search from a server computer and the results may include a list of items fiom 
miUtiplc servers, these remits can be passed to the second browser of the second client computer 
(see pages 4 1 and 42 of the spcafiration). Ii will be appreciated tliat the fbrccoing remarl s 
Tfhtc. <o the invemion in a general sense, the remarics arc not n€ccs.-5arily limitative of «ny daims 
and arc intcnricil only to help the Examiner better undc^tand the disdn^uishinfi aspects of the 
claims motioned nhove. 

Applicant rcsprctfiilly submits that in general. Boudou relates to a distributed infor nation 
system where the tasks are distributed over several nodcB. Bach no. ic m.v mnt«rn . n..n.K „ 
processors, Its o wn operating sYStm so on. When the exceutioo of tasks i.s splil up ova- 
varioiK nodes it is important to obtain quick commnnip.arirtn h ^tw^pn these nodes so as to 
SYnchroniyeriodfs . tfansfcrdata and transmit onnim^n.1. between these nodes (col. I . lines 40 
54). That is, Boutlou discloses a direct communication htMcen nodes to speed up (he Iran: fcr of 
data, messages aiid ■'«o on. 

In Boudou, the commuracationii between processors. When .scndinc mstnictions t( the 
J5L module, which in turn forwards the inirtntctions to the respective node, the processor 
operate in a kernel mode, a priviloged mode, That i.s, the processor and the ISL module pr. .vide 
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Isatley^AartmrEjfltsEfa and have nothing to do wifh .li^t jn W,.., .ij^, 
nroerams . 

To somehow meet the unique fiatures of daun 1 , the Examiner alleged lh«t Boud m 
inherently h;« some software insltuctions for prrfbrming the enquoue and de<}ucuc oprrat ons, 
and although in Boudou all nodes are the same (no ,crvcr/client relalk>n8hipj, Bcdc disclr 5r.R the 
well known «mcq,t of the server/client. Accordingly, .mhcc ihe inl,ercnt software insHwcl .on.-, 
for the enquBuo operatinn areperfoiracdby the client. the first node (the alleged first 
computer), the inherent software instructions ai« client applicfllion* as they are ran on the client 
(sftr comments set forth above in the section titled Statement of Suheliince of die Tn»rmeu and 
pages 8-0 of Ihe Office Action). 

The Examinw alleges that Boudou discloses a cliruf applicauon bocanse the applie ition 
is executed on the client r<.mpiiter; Miotver. howe ver. » not fhr rl i^r in th. .v^,,.^.^ 
«>ncepl and the ,ser vcr would not (iyflcute a di^t Af roiication. a.. A^ mcti hv the faamin^ 'iius 
inconsistency was di.sc«ssed durinfi ihr. Intenrlew, as described in the foirgoing comments. 
AcconKngly, Applicant respectfully aubmite that Boudou's nodes wth direct oommuhicatic n 
combined with the amccpt of the client/server syslrai as taught by Beck do not teach or g«t 
a second client application at the second computer rctri.:ving the mcwiages placed in the qu( uc 
by the fii-st client appJii.cition. 

In summaiy, Applicant respectfully submits that in thia interpretation, or in any othe • 
possible combination, of the prior art rrferences, (he combined leachngs of Boudou and B«* t 
fail to te»rh or suggest creotinfi and putting a mcwage iwo a queue u,idor the control of the lirst 
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client application at the first nompuier and retrieving the mcgsagr from the queue uadcr 1 w 
oonrral of the second client app1ir.fitian ate the second computer. 

Based on at Ica^t the foregoing mns, Applicant respect! iilly submits that the 
combination of Boudon and Beck Mis to teach or suegcsl "under control ofafinl dim 
application... puttins the me.^sage into a messagt queufT find ^'retrieving tke message fn n the. 
mmage queue und<^.t a romrol of a second client application:' Diereforc, the combinati tn of 
Boudou and Beck clearly cannnt render the present invention ohm as recited in claim . 
Thus, Applicant respectfully aubmits th.t cJaim I is allowable and further .snbmis thai cjj ims 2- 
0 are dlawnWc a., well, at least by virtue of their dependency. Ap,,licant rospectfijly nxji csts 
the Examiner to irransider and to withdraw the § m(A) rejection <>f claims 1-9. 

Next. Applic^uit respectiully traverses this rejection with respect to the rest of the c :aims 
10-35, 37 and 38. Of thesrdaics, only claims 10, 19, 28. and 35 are independent. Amonja 
number of unique features not lauBht by the cited prior art rctcrenwa. claims 10, 19, 28, ar d 35 
contain features that are similar to the fcatun-.^ argued above «dth respect to claim 1 , those 
arguments »m Trspectfully submitted to apply with equal force here For at least 5ub.«antt. lly the 
same exemplary reasons, therefore, Applicant respcctfiiljy requests .he Examiner to withdraw 
this rejection of the indrpcndent claims 1 0, 19. 28. and IS nnd their dependent claims 1 1-1 i .. 20- 
27, 20-34, 37, and 38. 

Finally, claim 39 is rqjcctDd as being obvious over Boudou and Beck in view of 
f eldbatrai. First, Applicant respectfully submits that Fcldbaum fails to cure the deficient 
leaching of Boudou and Beck, and as such claim 39 in patentable at least by virtue of ibi 
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dependency on claim 35. Moreover, one of oniinaiy skill in the art would not have been 
motivated to combine the ,,fcr,„c^, Jn Ac tn^nner suggested by the Ex«niner a. *e :^^to 
thomessagc qaen. is already being controlled by , method disclosed in Boudoa (sec coh . 14 :md 
1 6). For at least this additional reason, elain, 39 is palentaWc ov«' iJie combined teschin, , of 
Boudou, Beck, and FcJdbaum, 

InCOWlD lctB Offlcf Arrinn 

Finally, die Examiner failed to respond to ^iMMSHsm?. raised by the Applicai t. 
Where the applicant traversal any rejection, the examiner should, if he or she repeats the 
rejection, take nolc of the applicam's argumont and anmer th»..h.r»n.o mPEP § 
707.07(f). For example. Applicant pi«:entcd additional ai^umonfs for the independent df,im 28. 
(«epai^23-25oftheAmendmcnt..nder37C.F.R.§ I.ni filed .Dctober 27, 2004), clains 29, 
30. and 3.1 M page 25-26 ). claims 35, 37, and 38 (see Id. pages 26-28). Accordingly 
Applicant's u-Tderdgned representative respectfully r«p,c.« that th. Examiner is^e ana* 
gmco ActioQ ^th . nnv resfm Am pi,n>uflnt to MPRP fi 7in r^K >..^,,h r^j^ 
AEMcMitiMditiondarfr.,,^^^^^ x-. ^^UZsi^JlMM allow 

the ,^hovQ-idnnHf^Qd application. 
Con clusion 

la view of the above, raconsideration «nd. allowance of this application are now beli.n^cd 
to be in order, and s,.rh acdons are hereby sohcitcd. ]£JmsmM^m&il}^msJh^ ixjs 
is kindly reque flle d to c^>ptaqt the iindmifmort att orney h» th. ^.l^p h ^^^^ , 
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The USPTO is directed and aufhori^ed to charge all requii^ fe.., except for the Tsaue 
Fee nnd the Publication Fco, to Deposit A™ No. 1 g.48S0. Please rdso credit aay 
overpayments to .s^id Deposit Account. 
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